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Abstract 
The purpose of this Classroom Action Research was to improve 
students’ ability and participation in writing descriptive text through 
Collaborative Writing Strategy. The research subjects were 38 
students from 10 Social-A at Saint Paul Senior High School 
Pontianak. The researcher emphasized the practice of group 
discussion and peer-assessment among students. The study showed 
that the implementation of Collaborative Writing Strategy gave 
positive implication which effected on learning improvement. Activities 
in the strategy improved students’ ability and participation in writing 
descriptive text. Group discussion and peer assessment helped 
students to generate, organize, and develop their ideas well after 
working with their group collaboratively. Collaborative Writing 
Strategy also encouraged students to get engaged more in teaching 
learning activities. Moreover, students also improved their writing 
score, which indicated that learning process have run well and have 
improved individual performance.  
 Keywords: Collaborative Writing, Descriptive Text, dan  Writing Ability 
 
INTRODUCTION
Writing exercise is an English 
activity done by students in most of teaching 
learning process, as teachers commonly 
measure students’ English competence in 
form of written assignment and test. 
However, there are common problems faced 
by students in writing, such as difficulties 
generating ideas and organizing the content 
of a text.  
Similar problems were found by the 
researcher as the English teacher who taught 
and observed students of 10 Social-A of 
Saint Paul Senior High School Pontianak in 
the academic year 2017/2018. In every 
writing activity, students frequently made 
mistakes in arranging their idea and adding 
details to what they had described and they 
had difficulties in sentence structures.  
Moreover, some of them also 
experienced lack and inappropriate-ness of 
vocabulary. They found it hard to compose a 
completed sentence because they know only 
limited words. They frequently used 
ineffective choice of words because they 
translate those words directly from their first 
language to English. In terms of mechanics, 
many students made incorrect punctuation 
and capitalization. In punctuation aspect, 
they used inappropriate commas and periods 
in their sentence. Lastly, regarding the 
capitalization, some of them did not start 
their sentence with proper capitalization. 
They also frequently forgot to use 
capitalization on the proper words, for 
example in a place name.  
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Students should work together to 
form habits in sharing abilities, contributing 
and working with others, and learn to help 
and critic their friends’ works, which can be 
implemented through collaborative writing 
strategy. Studies by Rezeki (2016), Lin and 
Maarof (2013), and Storch (2005) supported 
that collaborative writing affected students' 
writing positively. 
 Descriptive text is a type of text 
which tells about a specific object, 
commonly a place and a person or people. 
An activity to create a descriptive text is 
called descriptive writing. McCarthy (1998) 
said that descriptive writing is that domain of 
writing that develops images through the use 
of precise sensory words and phrases and 
through devices such as metaphor and the 
sounds of words. The purpose in descriptive 
writing is to engage a reader’s attention, to 
create characters, to set a mood, or create an 
atmosphere to bring writing to life (Grabe 
and Kaplan, 1996). Descriptive text should 
contain explanation, a lot of sensory words 
and phrases, and even metaphors. When 
writing, students should consider that their 
text should be able to give readers the 
appearance of their described objects. 
Therefore, students’ knowledge about the 
object being described should be enough. 
The researcher considered that 
writing descriptive text through 
Collaborative Writing Strategy could 
contribute positive result in improving 
students’ writing activities since the strategy 
was able to help students developing ideas 
and generating engagement in group 
discussion, thus helped them in individual 
writing exercise.  
 
METHOD 
This research used a Classroom 
Action Research design which was 
conducted in a certain classroom, involving 
38 students in X Social-A of Saint Paul 
Senior High School Pontianak in the 
academic year 2017/2018 as the research 
subjects. Mills in Creswell (2012, p.22) 
stated that action research designs are 
systematic procedures done by teachers (or 
other individuals in an educational setting) to 
gather information about, and subsequently 
improve the ways their particular educational 
setting operates, their teaching, and their 
students’ learning. The teacher who planned 
to conduct an action research has to find 
solutions for students’ problems and to 
improve teaching learning process in the 
classroom as well.  
Action research has a cycle of 
activities consisted of planning, acting, 
observing, and reflecting. After a cycle of 
activities finished but the result is not 
satisfying, it may lead to another cycle. 
Kemmis and McTaggart, as cited in 
Sengsuwan & Muniandy (2015, p.19) 
summed the action research cycles into a 
picture which can be seen on the following 
display: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Action Research Cycle 
 
The first stage was planning, where 
the researcher and research collaborator 
prepared the plan to solve the problem for 
the students during teaching learning 
activity. Creswell (2012, p.587) stated that 
the plan may be a formal written plan or an 
informal discussion about how to proceed, 
and it may engage a few individuals (e.g. 
students in a classroom). Ary, et al (2010, 
p.519) stated that a plan is developed for 
taking action and/or for gathering 
information and data in order to observe or 
capture the experience or monitor the 
practice.  
The second stage was acting, where 
the researcher as the English teacher 
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executed the plan constructed beforehand 
and introduced Collaborative Writing 
Strategy that have been arranged in planning 
stage. Creswell (2012, p.591) mentioned that 
in many action research projects, the 
researcher would implement his or her plan 
of action to see if it makes a difference. The 
acting stage took place during teaching 
learning process in the classroom. 
The third stage was observing, where 
researcher and collaborator worked together 
to collect the research data. Cohen, et.al 
(2007, p.396) said that observation could 
also focus on events as they happen in the 
classroom, for example, the amount of 
teacher and student talk, able to focus on 
behavior or qualities, such as the extent of 
unsociable behavior among students. Then, 
the researcher and collaborator had prepared 
some research instruments to collect data 
during teaching learning process, such as 
writing assignment, observation checklist, 
and field note.  
The last stage is reflecting, where the 
researcher and collaborator looked, 
examined the data, and discussed what they 
would do next. The researcher continuously 
reviews the data as the action research 
process unfolds, remembering that any 
interpretations reached and conclusions 
arrived at are not for all time, are not 
generalizable, and are certainly not exclusive 
(Ary, et al, 2010, p.533). The researcher took 
interpretation of data to determine what the 
implication for teaching learning practice 
and it would provide reasoning for what 
should be done for the next cycle. 
The next step was determining the 
technique and tools to collect the research 
data. The researcher had collected different 
types of data using a particular technique and 
some tools of data collection. The first 
technique to be used is observation, which is 
the process of gathering open-ended, 
firsthand information by observing people 
and places at a research site (Creswell, 2012, 
p.35). Creswell further added the advantage 
of observation is the opportunity to record 
information as it occurs in a setting, to study 
actual behavior, and to study individuals who 
have difficulties. 
This research used quantitative data 
taken from students’ writing score. It was 
used to find out how Collaborative Writing 
strategy could improve students’ writing 
ability. After each research cycle, students 
submitted their descriptive text. Then, the 
researcher with the assist from research 
collaborator, assessed students' work 
together in order to create a more objective 
assessment. The final assessment then 
recorded and analyzed for the next cycle.  
During the observation of this 
research, a report was created to record the 
research data. This report included problems 
in the setting and it was used as a 
consideration for the researcher in planning 
for the next activities. The data was collected 
and noted by research collaborator in form 
observation sheet. Also, close-ended 
response form was constructed to a checklist 
table so the research collaborator put check 
marks in that table. 
Additionally, the research 
collaborator wrote field notes. Field notes are 
text (words) recorded by researcher during 
an observation in a qualitative study 
(Creswell, 2012, p.216). The notes were to 
record activities, event, behavior, and other 
things in an observation. Another tool to 
collect research data was writing assignment. 
By giving it to students, the researcher could 
find out what had been improved in their 
writing activity after implementing 
Collaborative Writing Strategy. The writing 
assignment was to make a descriptive text. 
Therefore, the researcher used scoring rubric 
in order to give students’ appropriate score 
for their writing. In this research, the 
researcher used a scoring rubric adapted 
from Brown (2004, pp.244-245). The rubric 
was adapted in order to obtain the detail and 
description.  
The next step was analysis of 
research data which consisted of quantitative 
and qualitative data. Quantitative data was 
taken from students writing score, while 
qualitative data was  taken from the 
observation result. The first data being 
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analyzed were students’ scores of their 
writing assignment,; they were collected and 
scored by the researcher with the assist from 
a research collaborator. The next data being 
collected for analysis purpose were from 
observation checklist and field note. Data 
from observation were combined and the 
result was in the form of description report, 
which explained information written in tools 
of data collection.  
 
RESEARCH RESULT AND 
DISCUSSION 
Result 
This section presents research 
findings and discussion of the classroom 
action research at Saint Paul Senior High 
School Pontianak, specifically the 10 Social 
A students in the academic year 2017/2018. 
The researcher made a teaching plan to teach 
writing. For this cycle, the researcher created 
research plan integrated to Kurikulum 2013, 
including teaching learning materials, then 
research instruments such as lesson plan, 
field notes, and observation checklists sheets. 
The goal was to create a descriptive text 
about a famous and familiar place in 
Pontianak.  
The researcher created groups for 
Collaborative Writing activity. Students’ 
groups are determined by the researcher 
according to their English competence; high 
competence students are mixed with low 
competence students with the expectation 
that high competence students can share their 
experience and knowledge to their friends 
within group. They are also expected to 
manage the portion of work. 
In this stage, the researcher used the 
lesson plans and the research instruments in 
writing activities for creating a descriptive 
text, both from group and individual. There 
were 3 meetings (6 x 40 minutes). This 
research emphasized on students’ interaction 
within groups and expected students to 
produce a collaborative writing products. 
Therefore, to note students’ involvement 
during teaching learning process, the 
researcher used two tools of data collecting; 
they were observation sheets and field notes. 
The researcher was assisted by a research 
collaborator, who noted the progress of data 
collection during observation. The research 
collaborator also helped in the discussion 
afterwards. 
Meeting 1 of Cycle 1 was conducted 
on March 5, 2018. The teacher explained 
about the structure of descriptive text and 
what topic they would discuss later on. 
Beforehand, the teacher had prepared groups 
for students, consisted of students with 
various English competence; students in 
higher English competence category were 
separated to each group and assigned to be 
the leaders, then students with average and 
lower competence category were also 
assigned to fulfill all groups. In total, there 
were 9 groups. 
In each group, group leader was 
responsible to divide the task among each 
group members, following the 
implementation of Collaborative Writing 
Strategy. The activities of Collaborative 
Writing were the first, each group selects a 
topic. Then, group leaders assigned their 
members to create their own draft. Members 
discussed among themselves after finishing 
the sub-documents. The last, sub-documents 
were combined as a final text and group 
leaders checked the final texts before 
submitting them to the teacher. During the 
process, the researcher and his collaborator 
monitored the class.  
Then, the Meeting 2 was carried out 
on March 7 , 2018. In this meeting, students 
worked together with their friends in group to 
continue developing their texts. Students 
received back their papers and sat together 
again with their groups. Next, group leaders 
continued to manage group members to 
finish their writing part in Collaborative 
Writing. Group leaders checked out their 
members' progress, and led the discussion in 
developing ideas. 
 Activities in Meeting 3 were 
conducted on March 12, 2018. In this 
opportunity, students were asked to write a 
place that they are familiar with and this 
writing activity should be done individually. 
Therefore, each of them wrote a descriptive 
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text with various topics. The research 
collaborator monitored students' activities 
and took notes, while the researcher watched 
students' progress within the time being. He 
also answered some questions from students. 
From the result of Meeting 1, there 
were few things which were considered as 
good points. Students looked enthusiastic 
when they heard about group activities. 
Among members, they also happily agreed 
on who would be the group leader, discussed 
and decided on what they wanted to write. 
However, there was a weakness as well. In 
this meeting, discussion among members 
within group was a bit slower. Therefore, the 
research collaborator helped to explain 
toward some groups that took longer time in 
starting their writing. She also suggested that 
the teacher should explain some details in 
Indonesia so students could understand 
faster. 
From the result of Meeting 2, there 
was one improvement found. Because the 
discussion had been conducted in the 
previous meeting, students were more 
enthusiastic in developing their works. It 
could be seen from their involvement during 
Collaborative Writing activity. It started to be 
visible as students share their writing to each 
other during preparation. However, there was 
a weak point found in this meeting. It was 
about how group leaders manage the time 
needed by their group. Some students 
delayed their part and when their leaders 
called out that the time is almost over, they 
finished their writing part in a hurry. 
Therefore, some students wrote untidy text 
and they only had less time for discussion. 
However, every students finished their part 
and every group leaders managed to finish 
group writing activity. 
In Meeting 3, students had to write 
individually. They were asked to describe 
any place they were familiar with, and they 
could not discuss anything with their group 
members. They had to sit on their previous 
seat position, which was set by their 
homeroom teacher. In this meeting, there was 
a positive result; each student did their 
writing activity enthusiastically and they 
started their writing smoothly. After the 
lesson finished, the researcher and his 
collaborator collected students' descriptive 
text. 
After concluded Cycle 1, the 
researcher and research collaborator 
submitted the result of all meetings. Students' 
writing scores, both group and individual 
descriptive text were scored by the researcher 
and the research collaborator. To avoid 
subjectivity, those texts were checked 
together and final scores were noted and put 
as one of research data. Each text was scored 
using Brown's scoring rubric and grade 
criteria in order to find out each student's 
writing level. Students' performance during 
Collaborative Writing session was also 
assessed as well as the field notes. 
The first writing to be assessed was 
their group text, as the implementation of 
Collaborative Writing. The final texts of each 
group were assessed by the researcher and 
collaborator. The scores can be seen in 
Appendix 7. Before identifying the overall 
scores based on the minimum passing grade, 
it is essential to know the students’ 
performance for each writing aspects being 
assessed, which can be seen in Appendix 7. 
After that, the researcher classified students 
into the level of writing category, which was 
designed by Brown. To find out whether the 
activities were successful or not, the 
researcher also formulated a criteria of 
success, which can be seen in the table 
below: 
In the final data for Cycle 1, there 
were 9 students obtained Good category and 
2 students obtained Very Good category in 
writing (which can be seen on Appendix), 
therefore the first Criteria of Success was not 
achieved. Then, less students were 
encouraged and engaged to Collaborative 
Writing activities because they did not really 
understand their own task and they had 
difficulties in individual writing because of 
their lack of experience in descriptive 
writing. Struggling students received less 
input. 
In Cycle 1, in terms of qualitative 
data, the researcher still found weaknesses in 
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students' writing activity. Firstly, some 
students were still slow in writing because 
they did not know what they have to start 
with. They were confused with the 
instruction. Secondly, when they joined their 
group, some of them took time in discussion 
and distribution of job. In terms of 
quantitative data, after the researcher and his 
collaborator scored students' individual 
writing, there were 11 students (29%) who 
achieved good and very good category. 
According the Criteria of Success, it was not 
successful because the target was not 
achieved. Seeing this issue, the researcher 
decided that another research cycle was 
needed.  
In Cycle 2, the researcher considered 
some improvements to be added. The data 
were collected from the start of the cycle, 
which was on April 2, 4, and 9, 2018. 
Research instruments used were, students’ 
group writing products, students' individual 
writing product, field notes, and observations 
checklists sheets. Students continued to work 
with their respective groups and continued 
similar principal activities being conducted in 
Cycle 1. 
In this step, the researcher used the 
lesson plans and the research instruments in 
writing activities for creating a descriptive 
text, both from group and individual. There 
were 3 meetings (6 x 40 minutes). Similar to 
the previous cycle, the researcher was 
assisted by a research collaborator, who 
noted the progress of data collection during 
observation. The research collaborator also 
helped in the discussion afterwards. 
Meeting 1 of Cycle 2 was conducted 
on April 2, 2018. The teacher explained 
about the structure of descriptive text and 
what topic they would discuss later on. 
Beforehand, the teacher had prepared groups 
for students, consisted of students with 
various English competence; students in 
higher English competence category were 
separated to each group and assigned to be 
the leaders, then students with average and 
lower competence category were also 
assigned randomly to any group to fulfill the 
quota of all groups. 
In each group, group leader was 
responsible to divide the task among each 
group members, following the 
implementation of Collaborative Writing 
Strategy. Division were the first, each group 
selects a topic. Then, group leaders assigned 
their members to separate sections of the text 
and each member developed their own part 
into sub-documents. Members discussed 
among themselves after finishing the sub-
documents. The last, sub-documents were 
combined as a final text and group leaders 
checked the final texts before submitting 
them to the teacher. During the process, the 
researcher and his collaborator monitored the 
class.  
Meeting 2 was carried out on April 
4, 2018. In this meeting, students continued 
to work with their friends in group and 
develop their texts. Students received back 
their papers and sat together again with their 
groups. Next, group leaders continued to 
manage group members to finish their 
writing part through Collaborative Writing. 
Group leaders checked out their members' 
progress, and led the discussion in 
developing ideas. In this meeting, discussion 
among groups went smoother as they had 
known what to do during the process. 
Next discussion is about activities in 
the Meeting 3, which was conducted on April 
9, 2018. In this opportunity, students were 
asked to write a place that they are familiar 
with and this writing activity should be done 
individually. Therefore, each of them wrote a 
descriptive text with various topics. The 
research collaborator monitored students' 
activities and took notes, while the researcher 
watched students' progress within the time 
being. He also answered some questions 
from students. In this meeting, students who 
felt difficulties in the previous Cycle were 
lessen, and they asked fewer questions than 
before. 
From the result of Meeting 1, there 
were few things which were considered as 
good points. Students looked enthusiastic 
when they heard about group activities. 
Among members, they also happily agreed 
on who would be the group leader, discussed 
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and decided on what they wanted to write. 
However, in this meeting, discussion among 
members within group was a bit slower. 
Therefore, the research collaborator helped to 
explain toward some groups that took longer 
time in starting their writing. She also 
suggested that the teacher should explain 
some details in Indonesia so students could 
understand faster. 
In Meeting 2, there was one 
improvement found. Students were more 
enthusiastic in developing their works. It 
could be seen from their involvement during 
Collaborative Writing activity. It started to be 
visible as students share their writing to each 
other during preparation. was implemented 
well during this meeting. However, there was 
a weak point found in this meeting. It was 
about how group leaders manage the time 
needed by their group. Some students were 
careless and did not finish as soon as they 
can and when their leaders called out that the 
time is almost over, they finished their 
writing part in a hurry. Therefore, some 
students wrote untidy text and they only had 
less time for discussion. However, every 
students finished their part and every group 
leaders managed to finish group writing 
activity. 
The last part of Cycle 2 was Meeting 
3, and this time students had to write 
individually. They were asked to write any 
place they were familiar with, and they 
should not discuss anything with their group 
members. They had to sit on their previous 
seat position set by their homeroom teacher. 
In this meeting, there was a positive result; 
each student did their writing activity 
enthusiastically and they started their writing 
smoothly. After the lesson finished, the 
researcher and his collaborator collected 
students' descriptive text. Another positive 
result was only fewer students got difficulties 
since they had known what to prepare and 
they also had learned a lot from 
Collaborative Writing activities to develop 
their text. 
After concluded the Cycle 2, the 
researcher and research collaborator 
submitted the result of all meetings. Students' 
writing scores, both group and individual 
descriptive text were scored by the researcher 
and the research collaborator. To avoid 
subjectivity, those texts were checked 
together and final scores were noted and put 
as one of research data. Each text was scored 
using Brown's scoring rubric and grade 
criteria in order to find out each student's 
writing level. Students' performance during 
Collaborative Writing session was also 
assessed as well as the field notes. 
In Cycle 2, there were 22 students 
obtained Good category and 14 students 
obtained Very Good category in writing 
(which can be seen on Appendix), therefore 
the first Criteria of Success was achieved, 
because the researcher had the objective that 
more than 50% of total students could 
achieve Good and Very Good criteria. Then, 
more students were encouraged and engaged 
to Collaborative Writing activities because 
they became more understand their own task 
and only few students had difficulties in 
individual writing because struggling 
students received less input as the activities 
went well. 
Both Criteria of Success were also 
achieved, as 95% students achieved the Good 
and Very Good Category. No student 
received Poor and Very Poor writing 
category. There were many improvement, 
both in group writing and individual writing 
aspects. In quantitative data, students' 
average final score for individual writing 
exercise in Cycle 2 was 7.98. In qualitative 
data, students' engagement in writing also 
increased and students' attitude toward 
writing also getting better. The details of 
students' performance in Cycle 2, both in 
groups and individuals, can be seen on 
Appendix 8. 
 
Discussion 
The findings of this research showed 
that Collaborative Writing could improve the 
students’ performance in writing exercise, 
especially in descriptive writing. Prior to the 
implementation of the strategy, the students 
had difficulties in writing. They also had 
difficulties in organizing and developing 
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ideas. In addition, they only had experience 
to learn English from textbook. As a result, it 
was obvious that their ability in writing a 
descriptive text was not satisfactory.  
However, after practicing 
Collaborative Writing, students’ attitude 
towards writing experience improved. The 
students’ improvement on their attitude can 
be seen in their interaction during 
Collaborative Writing activities. They also 
participated actively during the teaching and 
learning process and their responses when 
asked to write individually were also 
improved. 
The application of Collaborative 
Writing activity in this research is supported 
by a study from Lin and Maarof (2013) who 
investigated ESL students’ perceptions and 
problems on the use of collaborative writing 
approach in writing summaries, where 30 
Malaysian students in an Academic Writing 
course at a college in West Malaysia were 
given 25-item 4-point Likert scale 
questionnaires, and then semi-structured 
interviews were conducted with randomly 
selected 10 students. The result indicates that 
most of students perceived collaborative 
writing positively and considered it useful in 
enhancing their writing and language 
proficiency.  
The application of Collaborative 
Writing improved students' writing ability. 
After finished working with group, students 
with weak writing ability received 
enrichment through discussion and sharing 
ideas; they knew how to make a description, 
they knew sentence structure, they learned to 
organize text together, and their attitude 
toward writing also became more positive. 
Specifically, their writing score was also 
increased. 
The application of Collaborative 
Writing Strategy helped students to generate 
and organize their ideas. Every groups had 
received topics to be discussed and 
developed. The assigned leaders separated 
each part to be done by each member. Then, 
they organized that ideas by putting them in 
order beforehand so they could write 
accordingly. 
The application of Collaborative 
Writing Strategy helped students in writing a 
descriptive text. Collaborative Writing 
activities required students to make a sub-
document text, which was a short descriptive 
paragraph, therefore it provided them 
opportunity to write. They discussed with 
fellow members and students who were weak 
in writing, gained input in the process 
because they got similar part of work with 
students who were stronger. 
The application of Collaborative 
Writing Strategy generated students' 
enthusiasm during writing activity. 
Previously, many students had negative 
attitude toward writing because they 
considered it boring. Then after they worked 
together in Collaborative Writing activities, 
they were encouraged, they learned more 
about sentence structure, and they performed 
better in individual writing activities. 
Furthermore, less students asked 
questions related to their writing, and more 
students achieved writing scores higher than 
75, which was the minimum competence 
score in Saint Paul Senior High School. 
Moreover, students' activities within groups 
also improved their sense of responsibility, 
as they had to finish their writing part 
together with their group members. It is 
believed that this positive attitude would be 
helpful for their writing test. 
 
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 
Conclusion 
 Referring to the discussion on the 
previous part, the findings of this research 
indicated that the application of Mind Map in 
Collaborative Writing could help students in 
writing a descriptive text. There were some 
improvements in quantitative and qualitative 
data. In quantitative data, the students 
improved their writing scores. On the other 
hand, the qualitative data showed that the 
students’ attitudes changed. It can be seen 
that students engaged actively during 
teaching learning activities. Their positive 
responses towards the strategy used can be 
seen from the field note and observation 
sheet.  
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 For Collaborative Writing Strategy, 
the activities had given the students chances 
to produce a better piece of writing both 
cooperatively and independently. Moreover, 
the collaboration process had given them an 
opportunity to do prewriting, drafting, 
revising and editing their draft for composing 
good writing in terms of good content, 
appropriate organization, suitable 
vocabulary, correct grammar and proper 
mechanics for them to write individually 
afterwards. 
   
Suggestions 
The aim of this research is to 
improve of teaching and learning practice, 
especially in teaching writing. Therefore, the 
researcher gives some suggestions, the first is 
for English teachers, students should have 
more writing task because it gives students 
more experience to write. Because 
Collaborative Writing has improved 
students’ writing in English, it can be a 
recommendation for English teachers to 
manage writing problems encountered by 
their students. It can be said that the findings 
of this research can be a consideration to 
encourage other students’ performance and 
specifically their writing skill during writing 
activities. The second, peer checking and 
sharing of ideas in Collaborative Writing 
develops students’ writing awareness, 
because as they learn through their friends, 
they have less nervous and get more input 
directly. The last, the forthcoming 
researchers who will conduct the research to 
deal with students’ writing difficulties 
through Collaborative Writing, may as well 
consider this research findings as one of 
alternative solutions. 
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